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PROCEEDI NGS

JUDGE ALBERS: By the authority vested in ne by
the Illinois Commerce Comm ssion, | now call Docket
Number 12-0089. This docket was initiated by Ameren
Il 1inois Conmpany d/b/a Ameren Illinois. The Conmpany
seeks the approval of its multi-year performance
metrics pursuant to Section 16-108.5(f) and (f-5) of
the Public Utilities Act.

May | have the appearances for the
record, please?

MR. FI TZHENRY: Yes, Your Honor. On behalf of
Ameren Il linois Company, petitioner, my name is Ed
Fitzhenry. My address is 1901 Chouteau Avenue, St.
Louis, M ssouri 63103.

MR. KENNEDY: And | am Christopher Kennedy of
Whitt Sturtevant, L.L.P. Sturtevant is
S-T-U-R-T-E-V-A-N-T. 155 East Broad Street,

Col unbus, Ohio 43215.

MR. COFFMAN: Appearing on behalf of AARP, | am
John B. Coffman, 871 Tuxedo Boul evard, St. Louis,

M ssouri 63119.

MR. OLI VERO: Appearing on behalf of the Staff

14
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wi t nesses of the Illinois Commerce Comm ssion, Jim
Oivero, Mke Lannon and Nicole Luckey who are in the
Chi cago office.

MS. LUSSON: On behalf of the People of the
State of Illinois, Karen Lusson, L-U-S-S-O-N, 100
West Randol ph, 11th Floor, Chicago, Illinois 60601.

MS. MUNSCH: On behalf of the Citizens Utility
Board, Kristin Munsch, M U-N-S-C-H, and Christie
Hi cks, 309 West Washington, Suite 800, Chicago,
I11inois 60606.

JUDGE ALBERS: Thank you. Let the record
reflect that there are no others wishing to enter an
appear ance.

Any prelimnary matters today? W
di scussed the order of wi tnesses before going on the
record.
(No response.)
If there is nothing then, we will go
ahead and get started. M. Kennedy or M. Fitzhenry?

MR. KENNEDY: Yes, the Conpany would |like to

call M. M chael Abba.

JUDGE ALBERS: | will go ahead and swear

15
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everybody who is in the room here.
(Wher eupon the witnesses were
duly sworn by Judge Al bers.)
M CHAEL ABBA
called as a witness on behalf of Ameren Illinois
Conpany, having been first duly sworn, was exam ned
and testified as foll ows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR. KENNEDY:
Q M. Abba, can you state your name and
busi ness address for the record.
A My name is M chael Abba. My busi ness
address is 1800 West Main Street in Marion, Illinois
62959.

Q And who are you enpl oyed by?

>

Ameren Il linois Company.

Q And what's your current position?

A | am currently Manager of our Smart Grid
| nt egrati on and System | mprovenment.

Q M. Abba, for today's proceeding have you
prepared certain testinmony to be submtted into the

record?
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A Yes, sir.

Q | would like to direct your attention to
what's been previously marked Ameren Exhibit 1.0 with
attachment Ameren Exhibit 1.1. This is the direct
testinmony of M chael S. Abba with exhibit to the
direct testimny of M chael S. Abba. Do you
recogni ze those documents?

A Yes, sir.

Q Was this prepared by you or prepared under
your supervision?

A Yes, sir.

Q Do you have any corrections you would Iike
to make to that testimony today?

A No, sir.

Q | would also like to direct your attention
to what's been previously marked Ameren Exhibit 4.0,
rebuttal testinmony of M chael S. Abba, with
attachnments Anmeren Exhibit 4.1, Ameren Exhibit 4.2.
Do you have that testinony in front of you as well,
M . Abba?

A Yes, sir.

Q And this is your rebuttal testimny?
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A Yes, sir.

Q And was this prepared by you or prepared
under your direction?

A Yes, it was.

Q And do you have any corrections to that
testi nmony today?

A No, sir.

Q If I were to ask you the same questions for
both your direct and rebuttal testinmony that are in
t here today, would you have the same answers?

A Yes, | would. Of course, the rebuttal
testi nony does change the answers that are in the
original testimny, so.

MR. KENNEDY: Correct. Wth that, | would |like
to offer M. Abba for cross exam nation if anyone has
any questions.

MR. OLI VERO: Actually, | just wanted to make
sure, is your mc on? Because | remember Ms. Rol ando
told ne. s the green |light on?

THE W TNESS: It is on. Yes, sir.

MR. OLI VERO: Thank you.

MR. KENNEDY: Any ot her questions besides that?
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MR. OLI VERO: She directed me to do that.
JUDGE ALBERS: No one?
(No response.)
Okay. Any objection then to
M. Abba's four exhibits?
MR. KENNEDY: | would |like to nmove for the
adm ssion of those exhibits and testinmony.
JUDGE ALBERS: Hearing no objection, then
Ameren Exhibit 1.0, 1.1, 4.0, 4.1 and 4.2 are
adm tted.
(Whereupon Ameren Exhibits
Numbers 1.0, 1.1, 4.0, 4.1 and
4.2 were admtted into
evi dence.)
JUDGE ALBERS: Thank you, sir.
(W tness excused.)
MR. KENNEDY: The Company woul d al so then Iike

to call its next witness, M. Jacqueline Voiles.
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JACQUELI NE K. VOI LES
called as a witness on behalf of Ameren Illinois
Conmpany, having been first duly sworn, was exam ned
and testified as foll ows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR. KENNEDY:

Q Ms. Voiles, could you please state your
name and address for the record, please.

A Jacqueline K. Voiles, V as in Victor,
O 1-L-E-S, 200 West Washington Street, Springfield,
Il 1inois 62701.

Q And who is your current enployer
Ms. Voil es?

A Ameren |l linois Company.

Q And what is your current position?

A Director of Regulatory Affairs.

Q For today's proceedi ng have you prepared
testinmony to be submtted?

A Yes, | have.

Q | would like to direct your attention to
what's been previously marked Ameren Exhibit 2.0, the

direct testimony of Jacqueline K. Voiles, with Ameren
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Exhibit 2.1. Do you have that testinony in front of
you?

A Yes, | do.

Q s this your direct testinmny?

A Yes, it is.

Q Was this prepared by you or prepared under
your direction?

A Yes.

Q Do you have any corrections you would Iike
to make to that testimny today?

A As stated in nmy rebuttal testinmony, ny
direct testimony, line 43, the direct testinony says
12 bases points during year three through six and it
shoul d say 12 bases points during years four through
Si X.

Q And as you nentioned, that correction was
noted in your rebuttal testinmony, is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q | would |ike to also show you what has been
previously marked Ameren Exhibit 5.0, the rebuttal
testimony of Jacqueline K. Voiles, with Ameren

Exhibit 5.1. Do you have that testinmony in front of
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you?

A Yes, | do.

Q And is this your rebuttal testimny?

A Yes, it is.

Q And was this prepared by you or prepared
under your direction?

A Yes.

Q And do you have any corrections today for
t hat testimny, Ms. Voiles?

A Yes, | do, one correction and this is with
regard to Ameren Exhibit 5.1. This is Ill CC Nunber
1, Original Sheet Number 19.2, and at the bottom of
t hat particul ar sheet it now reads "percentage EBB
equal s" and it should be "percent EEB."

Q What page in the tariff was that in,

Ms. Voil es?

A Original Sheet Number 19. 2.

Q Thank you. If I were to ask you the same
guestions today that are posed in your direct and
rebuttal testinmony, would you have the same answers?

A Yes, | woul d.

MR. KENNEDY: Thank you. | would like to
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tender Ms. Voiles for exam nation.

JUDGE ALBERS: Ms. Voiles, could you go over
t hat correction again, please?

THE W TNESS: Yes. This is Ameren Exhibit 5.1
and it is Original Sheet Number 19. 2.

MR. FI TZHENRY: s it the second page or third
second or third page of the tariff?

THE W TNESS: It's the third page of the
tariff.

MR. FITZHENRY: And it is at the bottonf

THE W TNESS: It is at the bottom And the
correction was, at the bottom of the page, it now
says "percent EBB equals" and it should say "percent
EEB equal s. "

JUDGE ALBERS: ©h, okay. | just didn't catch
what you said. Thank you

MR. KENNEDY: And the Company will make that
correction when it files its revised version,
correct?

THE W TNESS: Yes, we will.

JUDGE ALBERS: Thank you. Any questions for

Ms. Voil es?
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MS. MUNSCH: Thank you
CROSS EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. MUNSCH:

Q Good afternoon, Ms. Voiles. My nane is
Kristin Munsch. | am appearing on behalf of the
Citizens Utility Board, and actually | only have one,
maybe two, questions for you just to clarify
sonmet hi ng.

If you turn to Exhibit 2.0 at page 6?

A Okay.

Q And you see in the top line there, 101, you
state that in the event that Section 16-108.5 becones
i noperative or Rate MAP-P is term nated. MAP- P
refers to the Modernization Action Plan Pricing, is
t hat correct, tariff?

A That's correct.

Q And the pricing tariff is the formula rate

tari ff?
A That's correct.
MS. MUNSCH: That's all 1 have. Thank you.

JUDGE ALBERS: Anyone el se?

MR. COFFMAN: Your Honor, neither AG nor AARP
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have any cross exam nation. W do have a data
request that we have reached agreement on. | don't
know if this would be the appropriate time or after
this, but it is a data request prepared by

Ms. Voil es.

JUDGE ALBERS: Yes, go ahead.

MR. COFFMAN: So | would like to offer AG AARP
Cross Exhibit Number 1 which is AG Data Request 1.01,
and | will pass out copies of that.

(Wher eupon AG/ AARP Cross Exhi bit
Number 1 was marked for purposes
of identification as of this
date.)

MR. COFFMAN: | would like to offer AG AARP
Cross Exhibit 1 into the record.

JUDGE ALBERS: |s there any objection?

MR. FI TZHENRY: No obj ecti on.

JUDGE ALBERS: Hearing no objection, then
AG/ AARP Cross Exhibit Number 1 is admtted.

(Wher eupon AG/ AARP Cross Exhi bit
Number 1 was admtted into

evi dence.)
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MR. KENNEDY: | would also |like to nove for the
adm ssion of Ms. Voiles' testinmony.

JUDGE ALBERS: All right. And there is no
further questions for Ms. Voiles then?

(No response.)
Any objections then to the adm ssion
of her testimony?
(No response.)
Heari ng none, then Ameren Exhibit 2.0,
2.1, 5.0 and 5.1 are adm tted.
(Whereupon Ameren Exhibits
Numbers 2.0, 2.1, 5.0 and 5.1
were admtted into evidence.).
JUDGE ALBERS: Thank you, Ms. Voil es.
(W tness excused.)

MR. KENNEDY: We had one ot her housekeeping
matter for our direct testinmony. We had a third
exhi bit which is Ameren Exhibit 3.0. W will be
filing that by affidavit |ater today or tonmorrow. W
woul d just like to nove for perm ssion to do that.

JUDGE ALBERS: Certainly. Any objection to

t hat request?
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(No response.)
Heari ng none --

MR. KENNEDY: For clarity, it is Ameren Exhibit
3.0 which is the direct testimny of James P.
Keating, with Ameren Exhibit 3.1 which would be the
affidavit of James P. Keating, and we al so have
certificates, too; | will give you one.

JUDGE ALBERS: G ven that everyone has seen
this testimony and assum ng that the affidavit is
going to be just a standard affidavit, is there any
objection to just admtting those now and the
affidavit will be filed today or tonorrow?

MR. KENNEDY: Yeah, today or tonorrow, Your
Honor .

JUDGE ALBERS: Hearing no objection, then
Ameren Exhibits 3.0 and 3.1 are adm tted.

(Wher eupon Anmeren Exhi bit
Numbers 3.0 and 3.1 were
admtted into evidence.)

JUDGE ALBERS: All right. Anything further for
Ameren's case?

MR. FI TZHENRY: Yes, Your Honor. By agreement
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of the People of the State of Illinois and AARP, we
move for the adm ssion of AIC Cross Al exander Exhi bit
Nunmber 1. It is two pages, two different data
requests responses, that are dated April 5, 2012. A
copy of the cross exam nation exhibit was provided to
you and the court reporter and to the parties.
(Whereupon Al C Cross Al exander
Exhi bit Number 1 was marked for
purposes of identification as of
this date.)
MR. COFFMAN: And we have no objection.
JUDGE ALBERS: Okay. Hearing no objection --
JUDGE YODER: Off the record.
(Wher eupon there was then had an
of f-the-record di scussion.)
JUDGE ALBERS: Back on the record then.
If there is no objection to the
adm ssion of this cross exhibit, then AIC Cross
Al exander Exhibit Number 1 is admtted.
(Whereupon Al C Cross Al exander
Exhi bit Number 1 was admtted

into evidence.)
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JUDGE ALBERS: Anything further?

MR. FI TZHENRY: Not hi ng further.

MR. COFFMAN: If you think this would be the
appropriate time, | could offer Ms. Al exander's

testinmony into the record as well.

JUDGE ALBERS: Yeah. | mean, if nobody m nds,
go ahead.
MR. COFFMAN: Okay. | would |ike to offer

AG/ AARP Exhibit 1.0 and AG/ AARP Exhibit 1.1 which is
the direct testinony of Barbara R. Al exander and her
attachment to her testimony. The affidavit

associ ated with her testimny has already been filed
on e-Docket . | would like to offer all of those in
the record.

JUDGE ALBERS: And then --

MR. COFFMAN: | have a copy if you would Iike
to see it.

JUDGE ALBERS: | was just going to suggest, why
don't we -- did you give an exhibit nunber to her
affidavit? Because that was filed later, is that
correct?

MR. COFFMAN: | did not.
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JUDGE ALBERS: 1.2 would be the next.
MR. COFFMAN: 1.2. | have copies if you would
i ke to see that.
JUDGE ALBERS: | think we have got the
af fidavit.
Any objection then?
(No response.)
Hearing no objection, then AG AARP
Exhibits 1.0, 1.1 and 1.2 are adm tted.
(Whereupon AG AARP Exhibits
Numbers 1.0, 1.1 and 1.2 were
admtted into evidence.)
JUDGE ALBERS: All right. Then | believe
Staff?
MR. OLI VERO: Yes, we would call John Stutsman

to the stand, Your Honor.
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JOHN V. STUTSMAN

called as a witness on behalf of Staff of the

[1l1inois Commerce Conmm SsSion,

havi ng been first duly

sworn, was exam ned and testified as follows:

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR. OLI VEROC:

Q
your full
record.

A

Good morning, M. Stutsman. Pl ease state

name and spell your | ast name for

t he

My name is John Vance Stutsman, that's

S-T-U-T-S as in Sam M A-N.

Q

A

And by whom are you enpl oyed?

| am empl oyed by the Illinois Commerce

Comm ssi on.

Q

And what is your position with the Illinois

Commer ce Conmm sSion?

A

| am Manager of the Reliability Assessnment

Program in the Safety and Reliability Division.

Q

And have you prepared witten testimony for

pur poses of this proceedi ng?

A

Q

Yes, | have.

Do you have before you a docunment

whi ch has
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been marked for identification as |ICC Staff Exhibit
1.0 entitled Direct Testimony of John V. Stutsman
whi ch consists of a cover page, a table of contents,
18 pages of narrative testinony and Attachnments A

t hrough [1?

A Yes.

Q And are these true and correct copies of
the direct testinony and attachnents that you have
prepared for this proceedi ng?

A Yes.

Q And do you have any corrections to make to
your prepared direct testinmny?

A No.

Q s the information contained in |ICC Staff
Exhibit 1.0 and the acconpanying attachnment true and
correct to the best of your know edge?

A Yes.

Q And if you were asked the same questions
today, M. Stutsman, would the answers contained in
your prepared testimny be the same?

A Yes.

MR. OLI VERO: Your Honor, at this time subject
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to, | guess, cross and any questions you may have, we
woul d ask for adm ssion into the evidence of
M. Stutsman's direct testimony, Exhibit 1.0,
including attachments, and note for the record that
these were filed on the Comm ssion's e-Docket system
on March 19, 2012.

| would tender M. Stutsman for cross
exam nati on.

JUDGE ALBERS: Thank you. Any questions then
for M. Stutsman?

MR. KENNEDY: Yes, the Conpany does have a
coupl e questions to ask.

CROSS EXAM NATI ON

BY MR. KENNEDY:

Q Good morning, M. Stutsman.

A Good nor ni ng.

Q Your responsibility in this docket was to
assess Ameren's proposed reliability-related metrics,
correct?

A Correct.

Q And specifically you | ooked at the

basel i nes for System Average Interruption Frequency
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| ndex or SAIFI and Customer Average Interruption
Duration I ndex, CAID, correct?

A That was two of the three things |I | ooked
at, correct.

Q These are the two -- these are two of the
metric baselines that the Conpany were required to
devel op and file with the Comm ssi on pursuant to
Section 16-108.5(f), correct?

A Correct.

Q You have a copy of your direct testinmony in
front of you?

A Yes, | do.

Q Could I ask you to | ook at page 17 with the
Q and A starting at |line 2227

A Okay.

Q In your direct testinony you reconmmended
t hat Ameren recalculate its metrics baselines for
SAI FI and CAIDI, correct?

A Correct.

Q I n your opinion you didn't believe that the
basel i ne values for SAIFI and CAIDI that were

initially presented in the plan on direct were proper
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or were correct?

A Pardon?

Q You didn't believe that the baseline val ues
t hat were presented in the initial plan as filed were
proper?

A That's correct. | believe they were done
incorrectly.

Q You didn't believe -- and done incorrectly
meani ng that you didn't believe that the methodol ogy
t hat Ameren used initially to calculate themis the

proper met hodol ogy?

A That's correct.
Q If I could direct you to | ook at starting
at page 17 starting at line 218, that answer, you

state there that the best solution would be for
Ameren to use best efforts by the time they file
their rebuttal testinmony to identify in their OAS
t hose averages that should be excluded per Part
411. 20 and recal cul ate their baseline SAlIFI and CAIl DI
val ues, correct?

A That is correct.

Q And as you understand it, the OAS data that
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you are referring to here is the raw average data
t hat Ameren had coll ected?
A The OAS's data was the raw data that they

had col |l ected and aggregated and had sent to me, yes.

Q If I could have you | ook earlier on page 17
starting at line 209, starting with the sentence
"But...", you state there that the average OAS exists

and it should be possible to identify at |east sonme
of the outages, those outages, that should be

included in reliability cal cul ati ons?

A That's what | said, correct.

Q Now, you reviewed -- did you review
Ameren's rebuttal testinony filed on April 37

A Some of it, yes.

Q Did you review specifically the rebutta

testimony of Mr. M chael Abba and his Exhibit 4.17

A Correct.

Q And Aneren recalculated its metrics
baseline for SAIFI and CAIDI on rebuttal as you
recommended?

A Yes, they did.

Q And did you review the revised baseline
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val ues for SAIFI and CAIDI that Ameren incorporated
into Ameren Exhibit 4.1 as part of your preparation
for this proceeding?
A Yes, | did.
MR. KENNEDY: | would like to approach the
wi t ness, Your Honor.
JUDGE ALBERS: Go ahead.
BY MR. KENNEDY:
Q | am showi ng you what's been marked AIC
Cross Exhibit Stutsman 1.
(Whereupon Al C Cross Stutsman
Exhi bit Number 1 was marked for
purposes of identification as of
this date.)
Woul d you take a moment to | ook at that,
M. Stutsman?
A Okay.
Q Is this a data response that you submtted
in this proceeding?
A Correct.
Q Coul d you read the question and answer,

pl ease?
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A "Does Staff witness M. Stutsman agree with
M. Abba's cal culations for the SAIFI and CAID
metrics presented in Ameren Exhibit 4.1?" And the
Staff response is "Yes."

Q Thank you. Do you have a copy of

M. Abba's rebuttal testimony in front of you, Ameren

Exhibit 4.0? |If not, | have a copy.
A | can get to it. 4 or 4.17
Q 4.0.
A Okay.

Q Could |I direct your attention to line 70?
Line 70, would you please read line 70 to 75 into the
record?

A M. Abba asked himself, "Has Ameren
Il1linois revised its metric baselines for SAIFI and
CAI DI on rebuttal in response to M. Stutsman's
concern?" And his answer was, "Yes. In response to
M. Stutsman's concerns and relying on refined outage
data provided in the Conpany's supplemental response
to Staff Data Request NET 3.01 dated March 23, Anmeren
ll1linois recalculated its netric baselines for SAlFI

and CAI DI exclusively using avail able outage data
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wi t hout interruptions that should be excluded under
Part 411.20."

Q And t hank you. As part of your review for
this proceeding or during this proceeding did you
review the refined average data, as M. Abba calls
it, that was submtted in supplemental response to
NET 3.017

A Yes.

Q And if you look, if | could direct your
attention to lines 113 and 121 of M. Abba's
rebuttal, does Ameren explain in this Q and A which
outages it believes should be excluded under Part
411. 207

A He expl ained three types of outages that
shoul d be excl uded.

Q And i n your opinion do you believe those
are the types of outages that Anmeren should be
excluding when it calculates its metric?

A Well, those are three of the types in Part
411.20, yes.

Q The met hodol ogy Ameren used on rebuttal to

calculate its baseline values for SAIFI and CAIDI is
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consist with what you reconmmended t he Conpany do on
rebuttal ?

A That's correct.

Q Namely, to recalculate its baselines using
t he OAS data m nus any outages that should be
excluded under Part 411.20, correct?

A What was that again?

Q What you recommended they do is take the
OAS data and excl ude outages that should be excluded
under the definition?

A | had recommended that they take the OAS
data and use their best efforts to exclude the
out ages that the Act told them that they could
exclude per the definitions in Part 411.20, and
that's what they did.

Q And you were satisfied with what they did?

A | was satisfied with what they did.

Q Do you have Ameren Exhibit 4.1 in front of
you?

A Yes, | do.

Q If you take -- if | could direct you to

page 5 and page 7, do you see that the two charts on
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pages 5 and 7 that show baseline and yearly goals for
SAI FI on page 5 of 23 and CAIDI baseline and yearly
goals on page 7 of 237

A Correct.

Q These are the incremental performance goals
for each year of the ten-year period for SAIFlI and
CAI DI, correct?

A That is correct.

Q And is it your understanding that Ameren is
required to file a report with the Comm ssion each
year subsequent, that includes a description of how
it performed under the SAIFI and CAID metrics?

A Rel ative to those annual goals, correct.

Q And t he met hodol ogy Ameren used to
recal cul ate the -- the met hodol ogy that Ameren used
on rebuttal to recalculate its SAlIFI and CAIl DI
basel i ne values, would that be the appropriate
met hodol ogy to use on recal cul ating the achi evement,
when cal cul ating the achi evement of incremental
performance goal s?

A The met hodol ogy consistent with the

requi rements of the Act is the appropriate
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met hodol ogy. What they did to get to these baseline
obj ectives | think was appropriate for this hearing
now.

| f what you are |eading into -- and
maybe | am reading too much into which direction you
are going -- is a blanket acquiescence to using
precisely the same met hodol ogy for everything going
into the future, | am concerned about telling them or
telling sonmebody that you could use that methodol ogy
like in with excluding extreme weather event days.

In their methodol ogy, the way they calculated it, was
based if you |l ook at the interruptions on a daily
basis, order those from highest to | owest and take
off the top nine or top eight.

And actually, while that's appropriate
| think for this setting the baseline, | think going
into the future when you | ook at the Act, it talks
about extreme weat her event days are associated with
storms. And | would think going into the future you
woul d want to make sure you have that association.

Q But let me circle back to what we

previously tal ked about. The met hodol ogy that Ameren
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used on rebuttal is the methodol ogy that you
recommended that they use?

A That is correct.

Q And the met hodol ogy that they use to
cal cul ate the baseline that you think is appropriate
for purposes of this proceeding?

A That is correct.

Q But your testinmony today is that that
met hodol ogy is not appropriate or you are not willing
to say it is appropriate for calculating incremental

performance under those metrics in future years?

MR. OLI VERO: Your Honor, | guess | am going to
obj ect . | don't think he said that it was
I nappropri ate. | think he gave the explanation as to

why he thought going forward in the future there
could be distinguishing elements from what we have
had in the past.

BY MR. KENNEDY: Let me restate the question
t hen.

Q s it your testinmny today that the
met hodol ogy that you say is acceptable for

determning the initial baseline is not appropriate
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for determ ning incremental performance under those
baselines in the future?

A | was trying to draw a distinction, but
wasn't saying what you are asking. What | was saying
was | don't think it is appropriate for the
Comm ssion to have to tell Ameren to calculate it the
correct way going into the future.

The met hodol ogy that they use for this
docket is, | believe, correct methodol ogy for
establishing the baseline. Going into the future
i ke calculating extreme weat her event days, the Act
says that you |l ook at stornms and/or severe weat her,
for instance. And so instead of just blindly in the
future cal cul ati ng what days are the highest nunber
of interruptions and then subtracting those top nine
days, you would want to also be sure that those are
tied to storms that have occurred.

Q Is it fair to say then that your cautionary
testinmony is specific then to how the nine extreme
weat her days are calculated in subsequent filings?

A It would be a concern to why -- when | saw

in M. Abba's testimony his direction for the
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Comm ssion to tell Ameren to use the precise sane
met hodol ogy going into the future, and whenever
sonmebody asks me to tell themto do what | think they
shoul d already know should be the right way to do
things, |I try to figure out, well, why is that. And
the only thing I could think of was a possibility of
the variance in calculating extreme weat her event
days.

For instance, you wouldn't want
something |like a bulk power outage to be associ ated
with -- that m ght cause an outage across a | arge
segment of the population, to be associated with an
extreme weat her event day.

Q But putting aside the issue of how to
calculate it and what to determne is an extrenme
weat her day, if you |ook at the other, what | wll
call the other part of the calculation, which is
determning --

A Looki ng at the raw outage dat a.

Q Looki ng at the raw outage data. And what
Ameren did for purposes of this proceeding, as |

understand it, is take that raw outage data and
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exclude the interruptions that should be excluded
under 411.207?

A Correct.

Q To determ ne the initial baseline from
which then to exclude the extreme weat her days?

A Correct.

Q Do you have issues with the Conm ssion
approving the first part of that cal culation as the
correct way to do it going forward? The correct
part, that part being taking the raw outage data and
excl udi ng outages that should be excluded under 411.
207

A No, | think that would be doing exactly
what the Act tells you to do.

Q So would you have an issue or would you
object to the Comm ssion having | anguage in its Order
stating that Ameren -- that it would be appropriate
for Ameren to calculate the initial baseline for
SAI FI and CAIDI in that way, taking apart, putting
aside the issue of the extreme -- how to determ ne
what's an extreme weat her day?

A My objection would be that it is redundant.
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| mean, why should you tell sonmebody to do something
to do it the right way?
Q But you personally woul dn't have an

objection to Ameren doing it that way in subsequent

filings, correct?
A No, | would expect themto do it that way.
Q | just have one ot her question. How do you

think that the Comm ssion would determ ne what's an
extreme weat her day in subsequent filings, since you
have given this sonme thought?

A Recor dabl e extreme weat her event days are
listed in Part 411. | can't recall the exact trigger
points on extreme weat her event days, but then the
Act al so associ ates those days with storns or
t ornados, for instance. I f you want to read the
| anguage of the Act, | think those are the two words
that it uses. But those were presented as exanpl es.

Q So you woul d | ook at the Act and perhaps
the Part 411 regulations in doing your reviewto
determ ne whether or not something is an
appropriately excludabl e extreme weat her day?

A. That's where | would have to | ook.
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MR. KENNEDY: Not hi ng further, Your Honor.

JUDGE ALBERS: Thank you. Any other questions

for M. Stutsman?

(No response.)

| m ght have had one question that was

answer ed. Do you have any redirect?

MR. OLI VERO: Can | just have a nonment?

JUDGE ALBERS: Sur e.

(Wher eupon the hearing was in
short recess.)

JUDGE ALBERS: Back on the record.

MR. OLI VERO: Thank you. No redirect, Your
Honor .

JUDGE ALBERS: Thank you. Any objection -- |
guess, first, you would want to move for that cross
exhi bit?

MR. KENNEDY: Yes. We move for the adm ssion
of AIC Cross Exhibit Stutsman 1.

JUDGE ALBERS: Any objection?

MR. OLI VERO: No, Your Honor.

JUDGE ALBERS: Heari ng none, then that cross

exhibits is admtted.

a
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(Whereupon Al C Cross Stutsman
Exhibit 1 was admtted into
evi dence.)

JUDGE ALBERS: Any objection then to Staff
Exhibit 1 with Attachments A through I?

MR. KENNEDY: No objection, Your Honor.

JUDGE ALBERS: Hearing no objection, then Staff
Exhibit 1 with Attachments A through |I are adm tted.

(Whereupon | CC Staff Exhibit
Number 1.0 with Attachments A
through I was admtted into
evi dence.)

JUDGE ALBERS: Thank you, M. Stutsman.

(W tness excused.)

MR. KENNEDY: We had one ot her housekeepi ng
matter. Per agreement with Staff counsel, we would
i ke to move into the record AIC Cross Exhibit Jones
1. This is in |lieu of having to ask Ms. Jones any
guestions on the stand today.

(Whereupon Al C Cross Jones
Exhi bit Number 1 was marked for

pur poses of identification as of
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this date.)
JUDGE ALBERS: Any objection then to AIC Cross
Exhi bit Jones 17?
MR. OLI VERO: No, Your Honor.
JUDGE ALBERS: The cross exhibit is admtted.
(Wher eupon Al C Cross Jones
Exhi bit Number 1 was admtted
into evidence.)
JUDGE ALBERS: And Ms. Jones has direct
testinony?
MR. OLI VERO: Yes, Your Honor, | have one other
pi ece of testinmony to move into the record. | t
woul d be ICC Staff Exhibit 2.0 which is the direct
testinony of Burma C. Jones which consists of a cover
page, a table of contents, six pages of narrative
testinony and Attachments A through C. This docunent
was filed on the Comm ssion's e-Docket system March
19, 2012.
And finally Staff would move for
adm ssion into the record of I CC Staff Exhibit 2.1
which is the affidavit of Burma C. Jones, and this

was actually just filed this nmorning on the
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Comm ssion's e-Docket system
That's all Staff would have.
JUDGE ALBERS: Any objection?
MR. KENNEDY: No objection, Your Honor.
JUDGE ALBERS: Hearing none, then Staff Exhibit
2.0 with Attachments A through C as in Charlie, and
2.1 are adm tted.
(Whereupon | CC Staff Exhibit
Numbers 2.0 and 2.1 were
admtted into evidence.)
JUDGE ALBERS: Anything else from Staff.
MR. OLI VERO: Not hi ng, Your Honor, thank you.
JUDGE ALBERS: | think our last witness then is
M. Thomas.
CHRI STOPHER C. THOMAS
called as a witness on behalf of the Citizens Utility
Board, having been first duly sworn, was exam ned and
testified as follows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MS. MUNSCH:
Q Good afternoon. Coul d you pl ease state

your name and give us your business address for the
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record.

A Yes. My name is Christopher C. Thomas and
my address is 309 West Washington, Suite 800,

Chi cago, Illinois 60606.

Q And who are you testifying here today for?

A On behalf of the Citizens Utility Board.

Q Do you have before you what has been marked
as CUB Exhibit 1.0, direct testimny of Christopher
C. Thomas on behalf of the Citizens Utility Board?

A | do.

Q Was this prepared by you or under your
direction, direct supervision and control ?

A It was.

Q I f you were asked the same questions today,
woul d you provide the same answers?

A | woul d.

Q Do you have any corrections to make at this
time to 1.07

A One change to my actually present

occupati on. | am no | onger the Policy Director at
CUB. | am an i ndependent consultant working on CUB's
behal f .
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MS. MUNSCH: Your Honor, his testinony was
prefiled on the Comm ssion e-Docket on March 19,
2012. | move that we would make M. Thomas avail abl e
for cross.

MR. FI TZHENRY: Yes, Your Honor, the Conpany
has some questions for M. Thomas.

CROSS EXAM NATI ON

BY MR. FI TZHENRY:

Q Good morning, M. Thonmas.

A Good nor ni ng.

Q Your testinmony was filed on March 19, is
t hat correct?

A Yeah, | believe that's correct.

Q Okay. What docunents did you review in
preparation of your testimony?

A Ameren's petition, the prefiled testinony
exhibits and the Act. Also, we referenced some
California materials as well.

Q And i n preparation for your hearing today
did you review any other documents beyond those that
you just mentioned?

A. | | ooked at Ameren's rebuttal, the Staff
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wi t nesses' testimny as well, and the 11-0772 Fi nal
Or der .

Q That woul d the Comonweal th Edi son Conpany
metrics plan Order?

A Yes. | just briefly had a chance to review
t hat . | brief it in any detail. | did ook at it
briefly.

Q So | take it you have not reviewed the
Conpany's Infrastructure |Inmprovement Plan that was
submtted to the Comm ssion on March 27

A You know, | have taken a |look at it. I

haven't gotten into it in any significant detail.

Q Well, either you | ooked at it or you didn't
| ook at it.
A | did |look at it.

Q Okay. Then | take it from your prior

answer you have not | ooked at the Conpany's Advanced

Metering Infrastructure filing that was filed on
March 307
A | have | ooked at that as well.

Q Okay. Did you | ook at those filings in

preparation for either your testimny or your hearing
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t hi s norning?

A Certainly.

Q Well, you didn't --

A You are right; you are right. | m sstated
t hat . | did | ook at those documents in preparation
for this hearing since | see these things always
wor ki ng in unison.

Q Okay. Fair enough. So the correct answer

is you did I ook at both of those filings?
A | did, yes.
MS. MUNSCH: A point of clarification, | think

t he question was asked in preparation for your
testimony here today. Just to be clear | think the
wi t ness answered for the hearing today, and given the
March 30 filing he could not have | ooked at it in
preparation for his testinmony.

MR. FITZHENRY: Well, | think the wi tness
answered the question that he did | ook at the
Advanced Meeting Infrastructure Pl an. Whet her it was
in preparation for the hearing or not is sort of
irrelevant. Either he has | ooked at it or he has

not . | don't understand the objection.
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MS. MUNSCH: As long as the record is clear.

MR. FI TZHENRY: | am sorry?

MS. MUNSCH: | said as long as the record is
cl ear.

BY MR. FI TZHENRY:

Q Al'l right. W are going to do this one
more time.

Did you | ook at the Conpany's Advanced

Metering Infrastructure Plan that was filed on March
307

A Yes.

Q Did you | ook at that document in
preparation for the hearing today?

A Yes.

Q Thank you.

Now, you referenced the ComEd docket

which | believe is Docket Number 11-0772, correct?

A Yes.

Q And is it correct that you filed
substantially the same testinony in that proceeding
as you did here?

A. Yes.
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Q For exanple, in the ConEd proceedi ng you
made certain recomendati ons, correct?

A Yes.

Q And it is correct those are the sane
recommendati ons that you are making in this
proceedi ng?

A Yes.

Q And in the ComEd testinony that you fil ed,
you al so referenced additional metrics that should be
consi dered by the Conmpany, correct?

A Yes.

Q And those are the sanme additional metrics
that you are recomendi ng be considered by the
Conmpany in this proceedi ng?

A Yes.

Q And also in that ComEd testinmony you
articulated certain netrics that are being pursued in
California?

A Yes.

Q And again those are the sanme nmetrics that
you recommend be given consideration in this

proceedi ng?
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A Yeah, | believe they are exactly the sane.

Q Okay. Now let's | ook at your testinmony.
I f you would | ook at page 3, lines 45 to 47, | will
| et you | ook at that for a second.

A Okay.

Q |s the opinion there that you offer, is
t hat your opinion or the opinion of counsels?

A That's my opinion.

Q You don't dispute that the Comm ssion has
in the past reviewed the Conpany's or any utility's
reliability as determ ned by, say, Part 4117

A No, | do not dispute that.

Q You do not see what?

A | don't dispute that, yeah.

Q Woul d you agree, since you expressed some
famliarity with the Public Utility Act, that there
are provisions in the Act that al so address the
Comm ssion's oversight with regard to the Conpany's
reliability?

A Could you state that one nmore time?

Q Do you have famliarity with the Public

Utilities Act such that you could agree or disagree
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t hat the Comm ssion has oversight with respect to a
utility's reliability and performance?

A Their reliability and performance
requi rements, yes.

Q Okay. Now |l et me ask to you turn to page 4

and lines 48 through 50.

A Yes.

Q Now, first, again that's your opinion
correct?

A That is my opinion, correct.

Q Can you point me to what provision in
Section 16-108.5 that offers the interpretation that
you give it there?

A | can't.

Q And why is that?

A | don't think there is any specific
provision that says that directly. | think that's ny
interpretation of the Act as whole and the goals that
the legislature is trying to achieve.

Q And then the next sentence, lines 50 to 53,
t he same question, can you point to some |anguage in

the Act that expresses that opinion?
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A | think nmy answer is the sane.

Q So what was the purpose of the citation

t hat you offered there on |line 537

A | don't have the Act. Do you have a copy
of 1t?
Q | do.

MR. FI TZHENRY: May | approach?
MS. MUNSCH: Certainly.

BY MR. FI TZHENRY:

Q Here is the beginning of Section 16-108.5,
and if you could just identify for me where in the

Act is the | anguage that you believe supports your

testinmony on lines 48 through 53.

MS. MUNSCH: Just to be clear, | think you had

asked him about the citation at the end which is
16-108.5(b)(2)?

MR. FI TZHENRY: | wunderstand that he could
point to the citation. | am going back to a
di fferent question.

THE W TNESS: A. | think | answered that

guestion, that that was ny interpretation of this Act

as a whol e.
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MR. FI TZHENRY: Let me ask a better question.

THE W TNESS: If you want to ask about the
citation, we can |look at the citation. But the
question was, | think, answered.

BY MR. FI TZHENRY:

Q s it your belief that the citation offered
on line 53 supports the previous statement at |ines
50 to 53?

A G ve me one second.

(Pause.)
Yeah, | can't find it, M. Fitzhenry. So |

t hink my answer stands.

Q Thank you. Now, referring to your
testinmony on page 4, lines 54 to 56, there you talk
about the need for a road map to be used fromyear to
year to mark the Company's progress with regard to
its investment obligations, correct?

A Yes.

Q You have indicated that you did review the
Conpany's -- to some degree the Conpany's
I nfrastructure I mprovement Plan and Advanced Metering

| nfrastructure Plan, correct?
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A Yes.

Q Woul d you agree with me that, within those
pl an documents, that there is indeed a road map that
explains the Company's investments over the next ten
years?

A Generally, yes.

Q Okay. Then | would like you to | ook at
lines 57 to 59. And then you use the words
"framewor k provided by this |legislation.”™ Just so |
am clear, you mean the framework that is provided by
the California |legislation?

A Yes.

Q Now, still staying with page 4 in the Q and
A that begins on line 61 through 62, there you talk
about "enhanced customer experience" and you explain
what that means in your opinion?

A Yes.

Q Are you aware -- or are you aware that in
Section 16-108.5 there is also a description of
"enhanced customer experience"?

A Yes.

Q Do you nmean here that your testinmony at
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lines 62 to 68 to be different than what is stated
forth in the Act?

A That's my opinion of what an enhanced
customer experience should be, M. Fitzhenry. That's
all it is intended to be.

Q And stated differently, here in your
testinony at lines 62 to 68 you are not intending to
of fer your interpretation of what the General

Assenmbly meant or didn't mean, correct?

A It is my interpretation of |I think how a
utility should view its enhanced customer experience.
Q | am going ask the question again, okay, so

that we are clear.

A Sur e.

Q My question is, at this point in your
testinony you are not attenmpting to define or
interpret what the General Assenmbly nmeant in its
di scussi on of enhanced custonmer experience? | think

the answer i s no.

A | am not a | awyer, so no.
Q Well, you can still --
A | can --
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Q Excuse nme. Let me finish nmy question
A Sur e.
Q You could still offer an opinion as a

| ayperson as to what you think the statute nmeans?

A Sur e.
Q But you are not doing that here, correct?
A Again, that's my perspective on what an

enhanced custonmer experience should be.

Q So then you are not intending to offer an
expl anation as to what you think the General Assenbly
meant in its description of enhanced customer
experience? | know that's your opinion, but you are
not trying to offer an opinion about what you think
t he General Assenbly meant or intended, correct?

A | don't know that that's correct. | think
| provided my opinion for what an enhanced custonmer
experience is as guidance for what's in the Act.

MR. FI TZHENRY: Your Honor, | want to ask you
to instruct the witness to answer the question. I
think it is very clear what | am asking, and he is
avoi ding answering it.

MS. MUNSCH: Your Honor, he already gave his
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expl anation, that he is not a |lawyer and he is

of fering his opinion. He answered no, | think,
actually to M. Fitzhenry asking himare you
attenmpting to counter what the General Assenbly said,
So.

MR. FITZHENRY: Well, | ask counsel, does she
understand her witness' testinony to mean that
M. Thomas was not intending to offer an opinion as
to what he believed the General Assenmbly meant by
enhanced customer experience, yes oOr no.

MS. MUNSCH: Well, now | am confused what you
are asking ne. | believe M. Thomas clarified that
he was not intending to offer an opinion as to what
the General Assenbly meant in the statute.

MR. FI TZHENRY: No, he did not. He said three
times that he was offering his opinion, and | am
asking whether his opinion is intending to offer an
interpretation of what the General Assenbly meant. I
understand it is his opinion. | am asking whet her or
not he intended to interpret the General Assenbly's
opi ni on.

JUDGE ALBERS: Let me ask it this way. Are you
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trying to find out if M. Thomas thinks his opinion
is the same as the General Assenmbly's opinion?

MR. FI TZHENRY: Yes.

JUDGE ALBERS: | don't think |I have heard an
answer to that question.

THE W TNESS: A. No.

BY MR. FI TZHENRY:

Q Thank you. And you only answered because
he asked it, | guess, right?

A | actually said no before.

JUDGE ALBERS: Movi ng on

MS. MUNSCH: Movi ng on, yeah.

BY MR. FI TZHENRY:

Q Let's turn to the next page, please. And
referring to your testimony at lines 72 through 74,
there you reference broader objectives. Do you see
t hat ?

A Yes.

Q First, where else in your testinmny do you

point to these broader objectives, if you do at all?

A | think ny testinmony interprets the broader

obj ectives, M. Fitzhenry, you know, in discussing
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things |like demand response and voltage optim zation
rates, whol esale access, access to the whol esal e

mar ket, home area net worKks. | think that was my
interpretation. The rest of nmy testimny is ny
interpretation of broader objectives that | think the
Conpany should have in mind as it is making

i nvest ments.

Q Are these broader objectives different or
t he same, or however you want to answer it, than the
obj ectives that are provided for in Section 16-108.57

A They are different than the specific
metrics identified in the Act.

Q Okay. So if I were to |ook at the Public
Utilities Act in Section 16-108.5, | wouldn't see the
obj ectives that you are discussing, correct?

A That's correct.

Q Good. Now, | ooking to your Q and A that
starts at line 80-81, you again talk about pursuing
additi onal performance nmetrics, correct?

A Yes.

Q And that a workshop be instituted to

devel op additional metrics, correct?
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A Yes.

Q And t hese additional metrics would
hopefully be consistent with the broader objectives
t hat you outline later in your testimny, correct?

A Yes.

Q So | take it then you do not take issue
with the Conpany's interpretation of the metrics that
are shown on page 6 of your testinony, correct?

A That's correct.

Q Nor have you taken issue with the baselines
t hat have been identified in the Conpany's filing as
it relates to these nmetrics, correct?

A That is correct.

Q Let me go back to page 4, please. Again
referring to lines 50 to 53 and your understandi ng of
the Act which we have gone through and won't go
t hrough that again, | aminterested in your
under standi ng of the reference to infrastructure
i nvestments. And by that do you mean the
infrastructure investments that have been identified
by the Conpany in its Infrastructure |Improvement Pl an

that was filed on March 2 and the Advanced Metering
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| nfrastructure I nplementation Plan that was filed on

March 307

A Yes. | believe those two plans were
dictated -- they are in the act, yes.

Q They are in the Act. So | guess anot her

way to ask the question, a better question, is you
are not | ooking to conpel the Conpany to invest in
infrastructure investments beyond those that are
outlined in those two plans?

A That's correct. W are just asking the
Conpany to track those investnments, the performance
of those investnments, in a different way.

Q Assum ng the Comm ssion would support the
CUB initiative to require and have workshops as you
tal k about in your testimny, did you have in mnd a
period of time over which these workshops woul d take
pl ace?

A You know, | didn't specifically,

M. Fitzhenry. | think it would have to be

relatively quickly. But given that there are so many

sort of pitfalls in the area, it mght take a little

bit of tinme. So we weren't thinking about a specific
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time frame because | think there are those two sort
of competing objectives that the Comm ssion has to
bal ance with its own personal cal endar -- or not
personal, the Comm ssion's cal endar.

Q So let's say that we have the workshops and
t he usual stakehol ders would be involved. Then what
woul d happen?

A | think there would be a report at the end
of that, and we laid that out. Li nes 293 through the
end of my testimony, | think, identifies the process
t hat we had in m nd.

Q And who woul d prepare and file the report?

A The Conpany woul d prepare the report,
detailing the methodol ogy, the results from measuring
past performance and measuring new activities. There
woul d be a workshop to review the report, and then
the report would be filed with the Comm ssi on,
presumably with Ameren incorporating several of the
changes so we didn't have a contenti ous hearing.

Q Ri ght . But what woul d happen if the report
only reflected what Ameren Illinois thought would be

appropriate for consideration of additional metrics
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and was at issue with sonme of the other stakehol der
positions; then what would the Comm ssion do?

A | think that that report would come into
the -- and this is obviously just my thinking. But
think that report would then come before the annual
proceedi ngs that are envisioned by the Act.

Q Annual proceedi ngs, you mean the form of
the rate filings?

A Now | am confusing nyself, M. Fitzhenry.
| think that there is --

Q That's my job.

A Yeah, exactly. There is a true-up
mechani sr. | think it is all part of the sane
annual -- a single annual process to reviewthe
annual filings of the conpany and then track them

Q | won't beat around the bush. VWhat | am

asking you to consider, what happens when we are one
or two years into the plan, let's say. There are
wor kshops, there is reports, but the Company has

al ready begun its investnments. Do you see that as a
conflict in terms of the Company having already

proceeded down a certain path that hasn't been
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approved by the Comm ssion; what happens then?

A | don't know that there is necessarily a
conflict. | f the Company is evaluating these netrics
fromthe beginning as we have |aid out, which | think
t hey inherently will be, we are just asking for a
different way of reporting these metrics to the
Conmi ssi on.

Q You are famliar with the ConmEd Order

11-07727
A Yes.
Q Okay. In that Order there was no defined

ti metable by which these workshops woul d take pl ace,
correct?

A That is correct.

Q And there is no discussion about what would
happen if a report that is generated in those
wor kshops reflected only one party's views about
additional metrics, correct?

A That is correct. | think the Comm ssion
woul d strongly encourage everyone to work together.

Q Ri ght . But even in the best efforts by the

parties to work together, it doesn't necessarily mean
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that they are all going to come to the sanme

agreement ?

A That's correct, and it is unlikely.
Q Let me ask you to turn to page 7, please,
and just reference for your benefit lines 132 to 133.

And there you reiterate that the Comm ssion should
track over time these additional metrics, right?

A Yes.

Q Now, in a previous answer you said the
Conpany shoul d begin that fromthe get-go, correct?

A Yes.

Q So now are you saying that both the Conpany
and the Comm ssion should be tracking these
addi tional methods?

A | think that the Comm ssion should require
Ameren to track them

Q Okay. Now - -

A Because | don't envision the Comm ssion
hiring new staff just to track these measures. I
think it is a Conpany reporting function. That could
have been clearer for sure.

Q So, to be clear, lines 132 to 133 you nean
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for the Conmpany to track these additional nmetrics,
what ever they m ght be?

A Yes.

Q Now, |ines 136 to 150 you tal k about
potential benefits?

A Yes.

Q Now, the easy question to you is, would you
agree with me that some of these potential benefits
are being addressed in some form or fashion in the
Conpany's Infrastructure Investment Plan and its
Advanced Metering I nmplementation Plan, correct?

A Yeah, that's correct. | haven't done an
exhaustive inventory, but | think generally | would
agree with your statenent.

Q | mean, for exanple, Smart Metering, one of
the benefits we expect to realize are reduced
metering costs?

A Yes. And as | said, | think we are just
asking the Conpany to track these in a different way
so it is nore explicit and it is clearer to the
Comm ssion and all the stakehol ders. Because | do

hope the Conpany is focussed on these goals. That's
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what the General Assembly intended.

JUDGE ALBERS: Okay. There is no question
pendi ng.

BY MR. FI TZHENRY: Does he help you?

Q Okay. Let's turn to page 8, lines 163
t hrough 165. Again, this is |like the previous
guestion | asked where you see one of the benefits as
empowering customers to control their energy usage.
And woul dn't you expect that one of the benefits of
Smart Grid would be to, in part, enmpower customers to
control their energy usage?

A It could be.

Q Why woul dn't it be?

A If the data is not presented in a formt
that the customers actually see it as valuable to
t heir decision-making process in their daily lives,
it wouldn't have an effect. So it is a gray line.

Q Well -- okay, | will move on.

| noticed that in your testinmony, too,

you refer to this NI ST Interoperability Standards?

A Yes, the National Institute of Standards

and Technol ogy.
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Q Ri ght . Now, | am going to approach the
wi t ness again and first show himwhat | will state
for identification is the Company's AM plan, and
just | ook at page 25 and 26. | have extra copies
here.

A Yes.

Q Not too many.

MS. MUNSCH: Can you give nme the page number
again?

Q 25. And | don't intend to introduce this
as an exhibit, but, you know, we tal ked before about
how it could be that some of the metrics, the
benefits, the issues that you see com ng out of the
metrics plan m ght be addressed in one or more of the
Conpany's other filings, the Infrastructure
| mprovement Plan or the AM plan. And just allow ng
you to glance over a couple pages of the AM pl an,
you see there that the Conmpany has at least tried to
embrace the NI ST standards and has a position about
how best to interface the data that you just
mentioned in your prior answer?

A. Yes.
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MR. FI TZHENRY: Okay, good. Thank you. That's
all we have. Thank you, M. Thonmas.

THE W TNESS: Thank you.

JUDGE ALBERS: Anyone el se have any questions
for M. Thomas?

(No response.)
Do you have any redirect?

MS. MUNSCH: One quick moment, if you coul d,
pl ease?

JUDGE ALBERS: Sur e.

(Wher eupon the hearing was in a
short recess.)

MS. MUNSCH: Your Honors, we do not have any
redirect. So at this time we would like to move for
t he adm ssion of CUB Exhibits 1.0.

JUDGE ALBERS: And 1.17

MS. MUNSCH: Thank you, yes. My co-counse
rem nded me 1.1 as well, which | believe is the
docket summary of qualification of M. Thomas fil ed
on e-Docket the same time, March 19.

JUDGE ALBERS: Any objections?

MR. FI TZHENRY: No obj ecti ons.

77



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

JUDGE ALBERS: Heari ng none, then CUB Exhibits

1.0 and 1.1 are adm tted.

(Whereupon CUB Exhibits 1.0 and

1.1 were admtted into
evi dence.)
JUDGE ALBERS: Thank you, M. Thomas.

(W tness excused.)

Okay. | think that takes care of all

our witnesses. So | think the only outstanding
exhibit is the Ameren Exhibit 3.1 which is

M. Keating's affidavit. | don't think we
constructed any other ones.

After today, we have got initial

briefs due on April 17. There are no reply briefs

the schedul e.

|s there any reason anybody can think

of to keep the record open?
MR. FI TZHENRY: No, but for the affidavit.
JUDGE ALBERS: Ri ght . | think we have

identified that and admtted it.

So all right. |s there anything el se?

MR. FI TZHENRY: You want the briefs in Wrd?
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JUDGE ALBERS: Pl ease.

Anyt hing else for today then?

MR. FI TZHENRY: Thank you

MS. MUNSCH: Thank you

JUDGE ALBERS: Thank you, all.

mark the record heard and taken.

HEARD AND TAKEN

And with that
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